Planning Commission Hearing Minutes
August 8, 2011

PC MEMBERS

Meta Nash
Alderman Russell
Elisabeth Fetting

PC MEMBERS ABSENT ‘

STAFF PRESENT

Gabrielle Collard-Division Manager of Current

Planning
Pam Reppert, City Planner

Josh Bokee Jeff Love- City Planner
Gary Brooks Brandon Mark-City Planner
Rick Stup Devon Hahn-City Traffic E er
Carreanne Eerr-Admir%e istant
I.  ANNOUNCEMENTS:

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Approval of the

MOTION: Commissioner Fetting.
SECOND: Commissioner Brooks.
VOTE: 5-0. (Commissioner Bokee abstained)

Approval of the July 11, 2011 Planning Commission

MOTION: Commissioner Fetting.
SECOND: Commissioner Bokee.
VOTE: 5-0.

/

June 13, 2011 Planning Commission Hearing Minw ed:

Y4

Approval of the July 18, 2011 Planning
MOTION: Commissioner Bokee.
SECOND: Commissioner Brooks.
VOTE:

m orkshop Minutes as amended:

5-0. (Commissioger Fetting apStained)
Approval of the August 5, 20 Ming Commission Minutes as amended:

MOTION: Commissi ee.
SECOND: Commissi ng
VOTE: 5-0 Brooks abstained)

PUBLIC HEARING-CONSENT ITEMS:

(All matters included under the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine by the Planning
Commission. They will be enacted by one motion in the form listed below, without separate discussion
of each item, unless any person present — Planning Commissioner, Planning Staff or citizen -- requests an
item or items to be removed from the Consent Agenda. Any item removed from the Consent Agenda will
be considered separately at the end of the Consent Agenda. If you would like any of the items below
considered separately, please say so when the Planning Commission Chairman announces the Consent

Agenda.)
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OLD BUSINESS:

A. PC11-226ZMA, Zoning Map Amendment, 201-203 E. 2" Street

INTRODUCTION OF CASE BY THE PLANNING STAFEFE:

Mrs. Dunn entered the entire staff report into the record. She stated that the Planning D%t is

requesting approval of a zoning map amendment to remove the Institutional (IST) floating, zone 201
and 203 E 2nd Street and to reinstate the Downtown Residential (DR) zoning district Nnt ning

the Historic District Overlay (HDO). Q
INITIAL PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff supports a positive recommendation to the Mayor and Board of Al en !t removal of the IST

f
floating zone and the reinstatement of the DR base zoning for the propdrtiedloCated at 201 and 203 E 2™

Street.
PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF STAFF:

There was no questioning of staff from the Planning C )
PRESENTATION OF THE CASE BY THE PET(%ER/APPLICANT OR HIS AGENT OR

ATTORNEY:
City was the applicant, so no presentatio sg

PLANNING COMMISSION OUE‘*I'I NG'OF PETITIONER/APPLICANT:

There was no questioning of the pe r/applicant from the Planning Commission.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

Mr. Seymour Ster
that the Planni

as no
PLAN&)IlNg COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS FOR STAFE:
There was no discussion or questions for staff from the Planning Commission.

RESTATEMENT/REVISION OF PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

There were no restatement/revisions from planning staff.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:




VI.
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MOTION: Commissioner Bokee moved for a positive recommendation to the Mayor & Board of
Aldermen for the removal of the IST floating zone and the reinstatement of the DR base
zoning for the properties located at 201 & 203 E. 2™ Street.

SECOND: Commissioner Fetting

VOTE: 5-0.

NEW BUSINESS:

B. PC11-278ZMA, Zoning Map Amendment, Historic District Designation, Nic em&

INTRODUCTION OF CASE BY THE PLANNING STAFF: Q
[ Preservation

Ms. Mroszczyk entered the entire staff report into the record. She stated that{the
Commission (HPC) is requesting approval for a Historic Preservation Overlay
Amendment for a portion of Nicodemus Property. The Nicodemus Pr,
Brengle Farm, contains an intact early nineteenth century Federal
associated domestic outbuildings, a bank barn, dairy barn and milk w

cally known as the
evival style house and
nant house.

INITIAL PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION: y
This is the first of two required public hearing so no re on is needed at this time.

PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF S

Commissioner Nash asked why the commerefia s included in the outline for HPO designation.

Ms. Mroszczyk replied that these ar arfes the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) put
forth. They wanted to preserve use Of, the agimary historic resource from Gas House Pike and that road
aligns with the historic tree line dfive that had’been used access.

Commissioner Bokee ask would be the restrictions that would be subject to the commercial
property.

Ms. Mroszczyk s it would be any property in the city that would be zoned with Historic
Preservation O ), any exterior alterations, new construction, and demolition would require
review and a from’the HPC.

Commissi Boket asked what the criteria for new building.

Ms. responded that there are guidelines for individual properties in small districts that address
new coRstruction.

Commissioner Bokee asked how this was originated to look at this property.

Ms. Mroszczyk stated that the plan came through several years ago which at that time staff had submitted
information on the history of the property. When the plan came back the Comprehensive Planning
Division was forwarded the plans to review for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and the HPC
reviewed the information and decided to submit a letter to the Planning Commission encouraging the
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HPO and the retention of the structures. She added the applicant has done a great job of keeping what
structures they can.

Commissioner Bokee asked why the HPC wouldn’t consider coming from the other approach of Gas
House Pike extending that HPO and why the view shed wouldn’t be extended if it was the critical point.

Ms. Mroszczyk responded that it was her understanding that there was a lot of open space being
maintained on that side.

Commissioner Fetting stated that the buildings identified by HPC are protected. She asked how, much
more protection would this overlay zone give as compared to what we already apprwu the

master plan process.

Mrs. Dunn replied that with the overlay you are looking at the greater context e buildings. If
the applicant maintained those buildings and then wanted to build something immediatgly adjacent to one
of those structures that may take away its historic significance. ,

Ms. Mroszczyk added that although those buildings are in the preliminary p ot to be demolished that
doesn’t mean they are going to be preserved. This would ensure theM; aracter is maintained.

Commissioner Stup indicated he has concerns about the H cMents having the ultimate control and
we need to focus on saving the buildings that need to be s going one step further than the HOA
documents.

PRESENTATION OF THE CASE BY TH TITI R/APPLICANT OR HIS AGENT OR
ATTORNEY:

City is the applicant, so no presentatiom%.
PLANNING COMMISSION xIO OF PETITIONER/APPLICANT:

There was no questioning o titioner/applicant from the Planning Commission.

PUBLIC COMMENJs

Mr. Mike Smarjg IS, Smariga & Associates feels that the structure was appropriate to save as an
ddedpthat a lot has been done to this and it has always been their intention to preserve
dressed Commissioner Stup’s concern. He stated that if things need to be changed in
entsto give more assurance that is fine but with HOA what you have is the financial wear
withall cont hat you don’t have in the Historic District.

level an@rjust stuck to the buildings one of the concerns that was brought up is that if you don’t have the
HPC Overlay that you can preserve the home but you would not have any obligation to preserve or restore
the porch. What type of burden is this?

Mr. Smariga replied that the idea is controlling the commercial and the whole district overlay. The
structures will be what they are and they will have to be fixed up. He thinks the house that someone
would have to put something on the back of it rather than just a porch makes it a usable residential
structure.
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PETITIONER REBUTTAL:

There was no petitioner rebuttal.

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS FOR STAFF:

There was no discussion or questions for staff from the Planning Commission.

RESTATEMENT/REVISION OF PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

There were no restatement/revisions from planning staff. ,\\«

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:

This is the first of two required public hearing so no recommendation is needed at this time.

C. PC11-204FSU, Final Subdivision Plat, Riverside Corpor%k uth Campus)

/

stated that the Applicant is requesting

INTRODUCTION OF CASE BY THE PLANNING STA

Ms. Reppert entered the entire staff report into the r
0 Olid

Forest Conservation Area, Outlot I, in order to create Ou

The Applicant is also requesting approval ofa
Blocks.

INITIAL PLANNING STAFF RECOM @ATION:

Staff recommends approval Q Ncation to Section 606(b)(2) to waive the required road frontage

for Outlot J, based on the f'
1) The unbuil tatisxefAhe outlot;
2) The agree with City for cross access across the Clustered Spires Golf Course; and
3) There e t a cross access easement be executed across Outlot | prior to plat recordation
Staff rec d roval of the Riverside Corporate Park - South Campus Final Subdivision Plat,
PC11-204 , With’two conditions to be met in greater than 60 days and less than one year:
ete Note #7 with modification approval date, if applicable.

1
2) \The cross access easement over Outlot | must be executed and the recording references shall be
beled on the plat prior to recordation.

PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF STAFF:

There was no questioning of staff from the Planning Commission.
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PRESENTATION OF THE CASE BY THE PETITIONER/APPLICANT OR HIS AGENT OR
ATTORNEY:

Mr. Andy Stout, Eastern Regional Director, Archeological Conservancy stated that the possibility to
remove Frederick’s most significance prehistoric archeological site from private ownership. He added
that it is a great project and should work out to everyone’s benefit. He concluded stating it is a non-
buildable lot so the property will never be developed in any way.

PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF PETITIONER/APPLICANT:

There was no questioning of the petitioner/applicant from the Planning Commission. ,\\«
PUBLIC COMMENT: Q

There was no public comment.

PETITIONER REBUTTAL: ,
There was no petitioner rebuttal. \
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND QUE OR STAFE:
There was no discussion or questions for staff from the ng ommission.
RESTATEMENT/REVISION OF PLANNI AFF RECOMMENDATION:

In greater than 60 days and less than one

1. Complete Note #7 with

2. The cross access eas
be labeled on the pla recordation.

3. Add a note to plat as follows: No ground disturbance or structure (i.e. bricks/stones,

wood, etc.) is c% across the existing wetlands shown, unless permitted by MDE.

pproval date.
t lot | must be executed and the recording references shall

At the same meeti Planning Commission approved the modification to Section 606(b)(2) to waive
the required roa n ut lot J, with a 5-0 vote, based on the following:

1. uildable status of the Out lot;
. agréément in place with City for cross access across the Clustered Spires Golf Course;
T

requirement that a cross access easement be executed across Out lot | prior to plat
ecordation.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION FOR MODIFICATION PER SECTION 606(b)(2):

MOTION: Commissioner Bokee moved to approve the modification to Section 606(b)(2) to waive
the required road frontage for Out lot J, based on the 3 conditions as read into the record
by staff.

SECOND: Commissioner Fetting.

VOTE: 5-0.
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION PC11-204FSU:

MOTION: Commissioner Bokee moved to approve Riverside Corporate Park-South Campus, Final
Subdivision Plat, PC11-204FSU, with the 3 conditions to be met in greater than 60 days
and less than 1 year as read into the record by staff.

SECOND: Commissioner Fetting.

VOTE: 5-0. \
D. PC11-67FSI, Final Site Plan, 118 E. Patrick Street Q\

INTRODUCTION OF CASE BY THE PLANNING STAFEF:

Mr. Mark entered the entire staff report into the record. He stated that t Ii%t iS requesting final site
plan approval for a 7,000 square foot addition to the existing building located at)118 East Patrick Street.

The Applicant is also requesting a modification under Section 607 he Land Management Code,
Parking and Loading Standards. /

INITIAL PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATI%

Staff recommends approval of a modification
accommodate the three required parking spag
Street.

eque accordance with Section 607(c)(5) to
418 East Patrick Street off-site at 100 East Patrick
Staff recommends approval of final sife plfag PC11:67FSI with the following conditions:

To be met in less than 60 days:

1. Upon Planning Cqg approval of the modification request, the Applicant must provide
notation on thefina n to indicate the approval date.

PLANNING C QUESTIONING OF STAFF:

PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF PETITIONER/APPLICANT:

There was no questioning of the petitioner/applicant from the Planning Commission.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

There was no public comment.
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PETITIONER REBUTTAL:

There was no petitioner rebuttal.

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS FOR STAFF:

There was no discussion or questions for staff from the Planning Commission.

RESTATEMENT/REVISION OF PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

There were no restatement/revisions from planning staff. ,\\«

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION FOR MODIFICATION PER SECTIO

accordance with
8 E. Patrick Street

MOTION: Commissioner Bokee moved to approve the modification request i
Section 607(c)(5) to accommodate the 3 required parking.spaces for
off-site at 100 E. Patrick Street.

SECOND: Commissioner Fetting.
VOTE: 5-0. \

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION PC11-67FSl;
MOTION: Commissioner Bokee moved to a prmmsite plan PC11-67FSI with the 1 condition

to be met in less than 60 days into the record by staff.
SECOND: Commissioner Fetting.
VOTE: 5-0.
E. PC11-376FSI, Final Si arket Square @ Frederick Commercial

INTRODUCTION OF CTHE PLANNING STAFF:
e s A e

Mr. Love entered the port into the record. He stated that the Applicant is requesting approval
for a revision to wshy” approved final site plan (PC09-399FSI), for the nonresidential component
of the Marke ed-Use project which was originally approved on April 12, 2010. The revised
master pl rke project was approved on February 14, 2011 (PC10-415MXU) and the revised
prelimin divi plat (PC11-41PSU) was approved on April 11, 2011.

The
buildi
establis

icant 8 also requesting approval of the architectural elevations for compliance with the Class A
urban design standards established in §604 and the shopping center design standards
in §863.

Additionally, the Applicant is requesting a modification to 8417 of the LMC, Mixed Use Districts.

INITIAL PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommended approval of a modification to the maximum 25’ interior setback for nonresidential
lots under Table 417-2 based on 1) the Applicant’s intent to create a square corner design at the
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intersection of Shorebird Street and Osprey Way, and 2) the subject site’s location at the periphery of the
nonresidential portion of the project does not provide a break in the nonresidential use street wall.

Staff recommended approval of the architectural elevations based on compliance with the Class A
building and urban design standards established in 8604 and the shopping center design standards
established in §863 as verified through the narratives and architectural elevations provided.

Staff recommended approval of final site plan PC11-376FSI with the following conditions:

To be met in less than 60 days: \

1. Update note 29 to include the additional date of approval of the modificatier,request to Table
417-2 for the maximum 25’ interior setback.
n ff

2. Address technical comments from the Engineering Department as provi report.

PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF STAFF:

There was no questioning of staff from the Planning Commission
PRESENTATION OF THE CASE BY THE PETITIONER/A%ANT OR HIS AGENT OR

ATTORNEY: P4

Mr. David Lingg, Lingg Property Consulting concurre%e sfaff report.
PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONIN PE ONER/APPLICANT:

to transfer some of the historic nature or character into those
at it is the same verbiage that was approved with the original

building within the city and are
buildings on the site. Mr. L4 tate
architecture.

Commissioner Bo @ Bsti the brick color of the building on padsite 3 for Bank of America. He
noted that it doessot YeOK 1K€ the rest of the buildings, but it was mentioned at a previous meeting that

Com r Bokee stated that he would like a note place on the plan to indicate that all buildings
would berequired to use the pallet of materials shown.

Commissioner Fetting asked where the deliveries for main street shops A-F would be made.

Mr. Lingg responded that there are a 12 x 20 loading spaces are provided at the rear of the buildings. He
also noted that Building A in the commercial strip is not proposed to have a loading space based on lack
of necessary by the intended user. He went on to state that if the user changed, they would likely have to
submit a site plan amendment to provide a loading space.
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Commissioner Brooks recommended looking at if the proposed daycare center at the location would need
a loading space for deliveries.

Mr. Lingg replied that they will discuss that with the tenant.

PUBLIC COMMENT:

There was no public comment.
PETITIONER REBUTTAL: \
There was no Petitioner rebuttal. Q

PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS FOR STAFF:

There was no discussion or questions for staff from the Planning Commissiog. /

RESTATEMENT/REVISION OF PLANNING STAFFE RECOM ION:

To be met in less than 60 days: y 4

1. Update note 29 to include the additional date o
417-2 for the maximum 25’ interior setback.

2. Address technical comments from the i

3. Provide a note that all buildings will
elevations.

preval of the modification request to Table

aeering Department as provided in the staff report.

@ et of materials as provided in the architectural

PLANNING COMMISSION ACHO ORMODIFICATION FOR 25’ SETBACK FOR NON
RESIDENTIAL LOTS:

MOTION: Commissio

SECOND:
VOTE:

MO ommissioner Fetting moved to approve the architectural elevations based on

compliance with the Class A building and urban design standards established in §604 and
the shopping center design standards established in 8863 as verified through the
narratives and architectural elevations provided.

SECOND: Commissioner Bokee.

VOTE: 5-0.

-10 -
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PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION PC11-376FSI:

MOTION: Commissioner Fetting moved to approve final site plan PC11-376FSI with the two
conditions and the condition to be added to provide a note that all buildings will use a
pallet of materials that was provided in the architectural elevations to be met in less than
60 days as read into the record by staff.

SECOND: Commissioner Bokee.

VOTE: 5-0.
Commissioner Brooks stated that as a resident and chairman of NAC 8 he had a me 'hthe
Applicant and is therefore recusing himself from the following case and will spe resigent.

F. PC11-256FSI, Final Site Plan, Hillcrest Youth Center

Y4

INTRODUCTION OF CASE BY THE PLANNING STAFF:

Mr. Love entered the entire staff report into the record. He stated that th plicant is requesting final site
plan approval for the construction of 2 story, 44,234 'oi’—us building which will provide
accommaodations for a recreation, social service center and a er school.

The Applicant is also requesting the following modific

1. A modification per 8§607(c)(4) for a % ion from the Planning Commission to provide a
guites/parking facilities for uses not allowed in residential

joint-use parking area.
2. A modification to 8607(f)(2) which
zoning districts to be set bac% t 30°)from residential zoning districts
INITIAL PLANNING STAFF& MENDATION:
Staff recommended apprg odification per 8607(c)(4) to allow a joint-use parking area in
accordance with the provisie llined therein provided that a joint-use parking agreement is executed

between the two p ti g the maximum occupancy rate of each use as well as the dates/times
stipulated in the s

p

Staff reco approval of a modification to §607(f)(2) for the required 30’ setback between parking
areas fo idenwial uses and residential zoning districts based on the compliance with the minimum
Level 11 buffet requirement and additional plantings which will compensate for the impacts of the reduced
distal etwedr the parking lot and the interior lot line.

Staff reeommended approval of final site plan PC11-256FSI with the following conditions:
To be met in less than 60 days:
1. Revise note 21 to include reference to the traffic management plan in accordance with the
traffic impact study.
2. Note the removal of the tree within the Frontline Drive access drive on sheets 1 and 2 and

provide a replacement of the same size and type on the adjacent property.
3. Remove the word “future” from the phase II addition label.

-11 -
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4. Remove the “future additional bike rack as needed” label from the plan and label the number
of bike space per rack.

5. Provide a phasing note indicating compliance with §309(m).

6. Update note 6 to provide the actual distances from the structure to the property lines.

7. The landscaping plan must be signed and sealed by a registered landscape architect.

To be met in greater than 60 days and less than one year:

1. Execute and record an ingress/egress easement with the adjoining property owher for the
Frontline Drive access.

2. Execute a joint use parking agreement. \
PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF STAFF: Q
Commissioner Bokee asked how the city would determine when the traffic managément plan would be
implemented. ,

have provide somebody to facilitate the flow to keep things movin thef€”is no cuing on the streets.

Mrs. Devon Hahn, City Traffic Engineer stated that if such a plan avas neededdand the Applicant would
The Applicant would have to provide the City with a written plan fo%is would be accomplished.

Alderman Russell stated that the city police do have a s
is not sure who manages the decisions of which schoolig
there is going to be this traffic management plan, she wo

ing guard program. She added that she
assigned paid school crossing guard, but if
e fo see it staffed internally by the school.

Mrs. Hahn stated that by obtaining the cro
during the drop-off/pick-up periods woulg*be
the public road.

easement to Frontline Drive the queuing of cars
icient and then there would be extra room off of

Commissioner Nash asked that if the\Appligdnt does not obtain the cross-access easement agreement
would the plan have to be redesig a new review of the project completed again..

Mrs. Hahn responded yes.

Mr. Scott Waxter,
there are repetitj

nt City Attorney stated to follow up on Commissioner Bokee’s question, that if
hen cars are queuing up in the roadway it would be a violation under the

OC

provision in t @. e forjexcessive use of police services if the police are constantly needed to assist in
traffic dir dditionally, Mr. Waxter noted that ticketing in the case of users illegally parking is
another f enforcement to rectify potential traffic issues.

PRE TION OF THE CASE BY THE PETITIONER/APPLICANT OR HIS AGENT OR
ATT

Mr. Steve Oder, Cavalier Development, concurred with the staff report.

PLANNING COMMISSION QUESTIONING OF PETITIONER/APPLICANT:

There was no questioning of the Petitioner/Applicant from the Planning Commission.

-12 -
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PUBLIC COMMENT:

Commissioner Gary Brooks, Chairman NAC # 8 stated that the majority of NAC #8 are behind this
project. He added that he met with the applicant as a resident and the big concern in the area is the traffic.
Charter Schools tend to not bring from the local neighborhood because everyone can apply. The several
charter schools that are being discussed now there are about 800 applicants so there are a lot of people
who want to go to these schools. Commissioner Brooks said that Hillcrest Drive in the morning hours is
very congested coming down to get onto Route 40. He added that there is going to be an improvement
over a mile away, Butterfly Lane and McCain Drive and that will not help the situation in thafimmediate
area. He stated that he feels that the right-in/right-out situation at the intersection of Orchard %and
Hillcrest Drive will help. He stated the problem that is run into is that the mitigation has tO%e done'at the
top of McCain & Butterfly Lane. He noted that the NAC would like that to be chan have the right-
in/right-out on Orchard Way and not do the McCain & Butterfly Lane improvement.%

PETITIONER REBUTTAL:

There was no petitioner rebuttal. /
PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION AND QUESTION S F:
Mrs. Hahn stated that if there are queuing concerns, there vﬁl options including the cross-access

easement and using the additional area to cue in. This i
She added that the concern for the right-in/right—out ifically the right—out — is that if vehicles are
trying to go to Route 40 and they are forced to make a i turn to go the opposite direction that they
want to go, common sense tells us that they willsgaydown the’street and make an illegal U-Turn, which is
just moving the problem rather than addressi . Hahn said that by keeping it a full access people
will turn when they feel it is safe and they#ill
acceptable levels of service..

raffic management plan was discussed.

Commissioner Nash asked whenghe NS wa$tone and what was the number of cars that were used for
the school.

Mr. Mike Workosky, Well
morning. He stated th
time and when there

Commission asked what triggered the McCain/Butterfly Line improvement.
Mrs. Ha d they had a study for the previous use of the site and as a part of that study they found
that the intersection at McCain/Butterfly Lane did not meet adequacy per the LMC, so they proposed the

that intersection to bring it up to an adequate level of service.
CommiSsioner Bokee asked if instead of applying the McCain/Butterfly Lane funding can it be on hold
and if it becomes necessary to make any type of improvements after a certain time frame and redirect that
funding to some improvement at that intersection by the school that it would be dedicated towards that
and if not then it is released back to the McCain/Butterfly Lane improvement.

Mrs. Hahn stated that staff has discussed this and they are following the LMC and are applying the
regulations as it’s written.

Commissioner Bokee asked if that improvement was necessary for this project.

-13-
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Mrs. Hahn said yes it would be.

Commissioner Nash asked if the Planning Commission has the ability to waive an improvement that was
identified in the TIS.

Mrs. Dunn replied that Section 1203 outlines the methodology that says to identify intersections and those
who are inadequate due to the trips and the generation rate need to be made adequate by the project. The
TIS is done and said that the McCain Drive/Butterfly Lane intersection was inadequate and t pllcant
must make it adequate.

Commissioner Fetting asked what the hours were of the user at the Communit N—ﬂllcrest
Commons. She stated that she feels the queuing would be fine if the piece in fro e mmunity

Center could be used.

Mr. Scott Alexander, Frederick Alliance for Youth, stated that they operate out of thegHillcrest Commons
Community Center right now and that they have already met with t usifig Authority in hopes of
continuing to operate there in conjunction with the proposed projeck. He statedthat they should not have
any issues with access under the current situation. \

RESTATEMENT/REVISION OF PLANNING STAFE ENDATION:

There were no restatement/revisions from planning sta

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION PER IF1 ION SECTION 607(c)(4):

MOTION: Commissioner Bokee moyed to%apprgve modification per 8607(c)(4) to allow a joint-use
parking area in accordadce with theyprovisions outlined as read into the record by staff.

SECOND: Commissioner Stup.

VOTE: 5-0.

PLANNING COMMISSI@N AC ION PER MODIFICATION SECTION 607(f)(2):

MOTION: Bokee moved to approve modification §607(f)(2) for the required 30’
tyveen parking areas as read into the record by staff.

SECOND: missfoner Stup.

VOTE:

OMMISSION ACTION PC11-256FSI:

MOTI N Commissioner Bokee moved to approve final site plan PC11-256FSI with the seven
conditions to be met in less than 60 days and the two conditions to be met in greater than
60 days and less than one year as read into the record by staff.

SECOND: Commissioner Stup.

VOTE: 5-0.

-14 -
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Meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted,

Carreanne Eyler
Administrative Assistant

&
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